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come to be called comparative midrash.9 One of the basic interests of the new students of biblical interpretation in the period was in how the biblical text was adapted to the needs of the context in which it was cited. Observations about the text's adaptability matched what text critics at the same time were calling the text's fluidity. They, too, noticed that the biblical text where it surfaced in documents of biblical interpretation appeared to become more standard, as it were, in literature datable to the end of the period in question. By contrast, interpretive literature from earlier in the period seemed free to remold or reshape a biblical text in light of the need for which it was cited, not only in allusions to a text but even in citation of the text. The common body of relatively new observations between the two disciplines, OT text criticism and comparative midrash, was growing. Study of the one in some ways involved study of the other and a few scholars saw how each discipline needed the other. 10
The next development came about as almost a single-handed achievement. In 1967 Goshen-Gottstein published a pivotal study in which he argued that the medieval manuscripts collated by Kennicott and de Rossi, and so often cited by text critics to support textual emendations, were essentially derivative of the massoretic tradition, often times reflecting late ancient and medieval midrashic interpretations of scripture, and had little value for reconstructing pre-massoretic text forms. 1 The challenge of GoshenGottstein's essay was directed at the very concept of text criticism as understood in biblical criticism until recently.
II
It might be well here to signal the rather radical shift in concept which has taken place in OT text criticism in the twenty years just past, before turning to look at the two major projects currently active in the discipline. It has long been agreed that the task of text criticism is "to establish the text." This means that it is the province of text criticism to determine the best readings of texts and versions of the Bible, whether OT or NT, from which translators render the text into current receptor languages. Such may still be said to be the task of text criticism. In the case of the OT the almost universal practice has been to use a basic single text such as that of Jacob ben Hayyim, Leningradensis (L), or now Aleppensis (A). In the case of the NT the common practice since the eighteenth century has been to establish an eclectic text for printed editions. In the case of the OT the apparatus of a critical edition has had the purpose of considering and evaluating ancient variants in texts and versions and proposing emendations even where variants did not exist. In the case of the NT the apparatus of a critical edition has had the purpose of defending the reading chosen in the eclectic text above, and also offering conjectures proposed by modern scholars. BHK, which most students of the OT still use, stands as the great exemplar of this understanding of text criticism.
In BHK there are two apparatus, the first signals interesting variants in ancient MSS which are not considered superior to the L text. The second signals variants and modern scholarly conjectures which the editor considers more or less preferable to the reading in L. BHS differs to no great degree even though it (a) has combined these two into one apparatus, and (b) has eliminated some of the rather private and particular conjectures of scholars of the latter part of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The really significant difference between BHK and BHS is in the apparatus keyed to the massora magna added in the bottom margin of BHS as well as in the massora parva in the lateral margins. All of this is the work of Gerard Weil to which we shall return later.
The essay of Goshen-Gottstein addressed itself to the practice exemplified and most effectively propagated in BHK-and not greatly changed in BHSthat of citing a medieval Jewish manuscript to support an emendation arrived at by scholarly conjecture based on scholarly disciplines outside the province of text criticism. Because one could felicitously point to one or more manuscripts collated in Kennicott or de Rossi, or lesser known sources, to support a reading that had actually been arrived at by other means altogether, such as philology, form-criticism, poetic analysis (or simply what the ancient author in his right mind ought surely to have said), it was felt that scientific confirmation had been offered from another quarter, the medieval MSS. It was this practice on which Goshen-Gottstein shone a rather harsh and revealing light.
The light of Goshen-Gottstein's essay shed its broad beams on the larger concept and practice of text criticism, that of the abuse of text criticism for purposes of rewriting the Bible. The scholars cited above, and a few others, were arriving at the same observations as Goshen-Gottstein, but it was he who provided the clear voice of the time. Text criticism was being called upon to do tasks outside its competence to do, nor was it doing well the job it should do: it is a considerably more limited discipline than indicated in practice and capable of being far more precise than most work in it had to that point indicated. The younger of the two projects is that of the UBS committee. This committee was established by Eugene Nida for the same purpose for which the companion NT committee had been formed and from which we now have a fourth edition of the UBS Greek New Testament in preparation.15 The OT committee began its work in 1969 and has just completed in August its tenth annual session. The scope of its work is less ambitious than that of the HUBP: its principal raison detre is to offer help to the scores of translation committees sponsored by or affiliated with the UBS. But, nonetheless, to do such a task well the UBS committee has had to work just as much in depth on the questions of concepts and method of text criticism, as their colleagues in Jerusalem. The younger committee has benefited considerably from the published work of the members of the HUBP, whether in Textus or elsewhere, but it has consistently done its own work forging its own concepts and method in the light of the new developments. To its credit are three volumes of preliminary and interim reports of decisions taken on specific passages. After completion of that preliminary series, it will, under the direction of Barthelemy, embark upon publication of five volumes of in-depth discussion of all the major aspects of text criticism, as a scholarly and scientific discipline today as well as detailed reports of the data considered and evaluated in arriving at its decisions. It plans eventually to publish a successor to BHKand BHS using L and Weil's work on the massorae but constructing a totally new apparatus otherwise.
The two projects agree completely on three basic concepts in OT text criticism: (a) limitation of its work to textual options actually extant in ancient texts and versions with the concommitant elimination of modern scholarly conjectures from consideration in text criticism; (b) a four-stage history of the transmission of the Hebrew text; and (c) a revised and renewed appreciation of the process of stabilization of the text begun in the first century which culminated in the work of the Tiberian Massoretes. Each of the three areas is very important to understanding what is going on currently in OT text criticism. I shall attempt to signal the importance of each before noting less important areas of disagreement between them. I shall discuss the massoretic phenomenon and its historical antecedents and background, and finally focus on the second period of the history of text transmission and some basic concepts necessary to understand the data available from that period. It is at this last point especially that one must relate basic concepts of text and canon: each illumines the other.
III
The new appreciation of the limits of text criticism goes hand in hand with the need for the discipline to be considerably more thorough and precise in its work. Here the HUBP is very clear. This point perhaps characterizes its purpose and goals better than the others. An apparatus should note only the genuine variants in ancient texts, versions and citations, and it should be arranged in such a way as to exhibit the genuine variants in the several categories of ancient literature in which they appear. The apparatus should be as neutral as possible and as thorough and as precise as possible. The importance here of working with facsimile and microform publications is stressed. For not only the expert but even a good beginning student who has access to the actual manuscripts, in one form or another, is able to make significant corrections in the apparatus of both BHK and BHS. John Wevers's report in Gottingen last year on the unreliability of the apparatus in BHS to LXX Deuteronomy came as no surprise to critics who work with the manuscripts themselves. HUBP, as can be seen in the facsimile editions of Isaiah already published, plans to be as exhaustive as possible in reporting variants in ancient texts, versions and citations; and it plans to group the variants according to the ancient literature where found. The apparatus of Biblia Hebraica is not only often inaccurate in terms of what is there but cites only what it deems necessary and does so in such a way as to confuse evaluation of the sources cited. HUBP will consciously refrain from specific evaluation but will provide clear information as to the provenance and type of provenance of the ancient variant. The UBS project agrees in concept with this procedure but will, in its final scholarly publications, show how significant variants were evaluated in the terms of the problems treated. HUBP will rest its case simply in the format of the four apparatus projected. There is no early biblical manuscript of which I am aware no matter how "accurate" we may conjecture it to be, or faithful to its Vorlage, that does not have some trace in it of its having been adapted to the needs of the community from which we, by archaeology or happenstance, receive it. Such observations are relative and pertain not to method in text criticism, but to the concepts on which method is based. All versions are to some extent relevant to the communities for which translated: it was because the Bible was believed relevant that it was translated. Much of the so-called Septuagint is midrashic or targumic.20 But even biblical Hebrew texts are to some extent, greater or less, adapted to the needs of the communities for which they were copied. Again I stress that these are relative observations. Their pertinence for text criticism lies in the fact that the earlier the date of biblical manuscripts the greater variety there are in text types and text characteristics.
One of the salient observations we have to make about the significance of the Dead Sea Scrolls is that though they are approximately a thousand years older than the Hebrew Bible manuscripts we had had before (except the Nash Papyrus?), they have by no means displaced the great massoretic MSS from the ninth, tenth and eleventh centuries. The older the biblical manuscripts are, the more fluidity they seem to exhibit in actual text. Hence, the period from which we actually have the oldest handscripts is characterized by the textual fluidity of the Period of the Accepted Texts (Period II in the historical schema arrived at independently by both projects). The standardization process which took place in the first centuries BCE and CE was apparently so pervasive and complete for Hebrew texts of the Bible, that variants in biblical MSS, and even in rabbinic citations after the event, drop dramatically to the point of underscoring this prime characteristic of the Second Period. The manuscripts deriving from the Second Period, that of relative textual fluidity, may possibly have readings superior to anything in any Tiberian manuscript: that judgment has to be made ad hoc in each case and cannot be prejudiced by observations dealing with basic concepts, such as historical schema. The matter of method in text criticism has come to the fore quite dramatically in part because of the new sense of how fluid the text of the Bible was in the Second Period, that of the earliest MSS. And it is largely because of having to develop those methods to a fine point that we have now to be very careful in using work in text criticism since the seventeenth century.
The third period in the history of OT text transmission is called the Period of the Received Text. It is not improper to use the singular "text" here, as the stabilization that had begun in the first century BCE seems by 100 CE to have been essentially complete. As Goshen-Gottstein puts it, only "a thin trickle continues" of non-proto-massoretic texts.21 The salient observation here is the amazing uniformity of consonantal text form in the biblical manuscripts dating from the end of the first century CE through the Second Jewish Revolt. In contrast to texts datable before 70 they are almost consistently protomassoretic. The biblical texts from Murabba'at, Hever, Mishmar, Se'elim and Masada present minimal variants against the great massoretic manuscripts of the fourth period. The process of stabilization which had begun in the first century with the cessation of scribal changes of the sort called tiqqune soferim, as indicated in the work of Barthelemy,22 or of the sort brilliantly studied recently by Talmon,23 in the Qumran manuscripts, was essentially complete by the end of the first century CE. Barthelemy's work on the Dodecapropheton has shown some of the process by which the standardization took place leading to the Greek texts of Theodotion and Aquila.24 As Goshen-Gottstein puts it, ". . . the period of the Destruction of the Temple-that is, the last third of the 1st century CE and the first third of the Volume three will analyze and study the divergences between the mp and mm, and between the massora and the consonantal text. Volume four will discuss the Final Massora (mf) and will include a general introduction and history of the massora. The debt which we owe Weil for this work is considerable. He has by his mode of presentation and publication made study of the massora available to all students: and he has focused attention on a heritage of biblical study which only a few have heretofore carefully studied. It brings us to appreciation of the real contribution of the Massoretes to textual study. It is often said in the introductions and handbooks that their great contribution was in the system of vocalization which they appended to the consonantal text of the Hebrew Bible. As great as that contribution was, and as great as the contribution of the tecamim to understanding how the Massoretes inherited their reading of the text, these pale beside the outstanding fact that the massorae parva and magna stand on all sides of the text, right margin, left margin, top margin and bottom margin, as sentinels to guard the particularities of the text. They provide not only a fence around the Torah, they constitute an army guarding the integrity of the text. Our appreciation of this fact simply must increase to the point of realizing our immense debt to the whole tradition which began at the end of Period Two and increased through Period Three culminating in the massorae in the great Tiberian MSS.
A lamed in the mp, keyed by the Massoretes to a word in the line indicated, stands like a soldier to remind the next scribe that the word in question must be copied precisely as written or corrected in the Vorlage. The text critic who takes the massorae seriously and pursues each case far enough soon realizes that there was often good reason for them. The word in question with a lamed in mp is a hapax in the detailed form in the text. There is no other quite like it anywhere else in the Bible and it must be guarded in its particularity; it must retain its peculiarity and not be assimilated to another form of the word more common in the Bible or elsewhere. In the Psalter the mp in Weil's BHS has a yod-alef in each case beside each hallelujah at the end of a psalm. That means that the next scribe had better not start or complete any other psalms with hallelujah than those so marked.34 This may well illustrate the point someone once made that "not a jot or a tittle shall pass away .. Pursuit of such cases will usually result in the observation that some other MS tradition may have had more or fewer hallelujahs-as indeed is the case in the Qumran Psalter and in the LXX-and that the massoretic tradition insists that the next scribe not be seduced by such variant texts or traditions. Often one can find in the LXX or the Syriac a variant which the massora warns the next scribe to be cautious not to emulate. Not infrequently the scrolls will indicate the kind of text the massora wants to insulate the standardized A part of this attitude emerges in our use of the words "secondary" and "spurious." To call a passage in Amos or Paul secondary is to diminish its importance in some measure. We tend to think of it as less important, for our purposes-whatever the purposes might be-than passages we call "genuine." Notice the choice of words. It might be one thing to call a passage genuine with regard to reconstructing as historians what we think Amos might actually have said; but it is quite another matter to leave the impression with students that what is "secondary" has no authority otherwise. And yet that is what has been taught, innocently or otherwise, in most seminaries and departments of religion. Until recently even the historian found it less interesting to give socalled "spurious" passages their just value. This attitude is fortunately being corrected in many ways. Yet still, the legacy of Enlightenment biblical scholarship includes a fairly clear system of values: one of these is that the most primitive is the most authentic.38 Among the students of Albright there was a tendency to revalue much of what the liberals had called secondary and to view as authentic or primary much that had earlier been devalued. But that tendency only underscored the basic view that the first or earliest was best. There is a clear line between our modern attitude toward secondary passages and our attitude toward the massora: we have tended to ignore both in our concern for the most primitive values in the text. The basic Enlightenment tenet that "nothing is spurious to the scholar" has not always been observed. Once the concept of verbal inspiration arose, those adhering to it needed a whole new set of hermeneutic axioms and techniques to render the stable text adaptable to new situations. And it was those very proto-rabbinic circles in which the scribal activity of alteration of text ceased in the first century that the first efforts were made in developing the new rules of the game. And one 44See above n. 22. 45See above n. 23. 46See above n. 40. 471n "Biblical Criticism and the Bible as Canon," see above n. 37. can see some of the new techniques coming to play to a limited extent in Qumran commentaries (most of which came late in the history of the sect) and in the NT. But it was in the proto-rabbinic denominations and groups that the so-called seven hermeneutic rules of Hillel were developed supposedly by the end of the first century BCE. These were extended and developed considerably by the end of the first century CE into the 13 rules of Ishmael and finally into the traditional 32 rules by the time of Judah ha-Nasi in the second century CE.
VII
Such rules could not have arisen and would not have done so except that the very ontology of scripture had changed from sacred story to sacred text as well as the fundamental understanding of its inspiration or authority. What happened and why? VIII The answer to these questions lies in an understanding of Torah. Increasingly in the exilic and post-exilic periods Torah came to have a very special meaning and a very special function in Judaism. There is a manner of speaking in which one may say that Torah was Judaism and Judaism was Torah.48 The very concept of Torah shifted from that of being the story of God's dealings with the world and with his people Israel (with legal suggestions included within it as to how the people should shape their society and their lives) to being a quite stable and discreet body of literature. But the function of Torah remained the same as it had been in its process of literary formation, the source of the believers' knowledge of who they were and what they should do with their lives. What changed was a shift from highly adaptable living traditions, such as those to which the early biblical writers themselves referred in whatever manner and mode they needed to do so, to a highly stable body of literature. If, however, the function was to remain the same then methods had to be developed to render the stable adaptable, to make it relevant to ever-changing situations, and that at a time when Judaism was becoming more and more pluralistic due to the fact of dispersion and the fact of Jewish communities facing widely differing problems according to where and when they lived.49
If nothing now was to be added to or subtracted from the text of Torahin that colophonic sense to which we referred in looking at Deuteronomyhow could the old Bronze Age and Iron Age legal systems be made relevant to all the new problems? We sophisticated children of the Enlightenment know that those legal systems embedded within the Torah Story were actually already adapted much earlier from the Codes of Hammurabi and of Shamshi Addad of Eshnunah, and from the Hittite legal system. But how were our Even so, it was all in the realm of hermeneutics; and hermeneutics depends in part on one's view of the text being rendered relevant. No wonder then that once the new views of verbal inspiration, and soon thereafter literal inspiration, took hold, one could entertain the idea of a closed canon. It already contained all the possibilities ever needed to give value to the communities as they needed it, wherever they might be. As Sundberg has correctly pointed out, the Christian communities, which split off from Judaism definitely in 70 CE, did not benefit from closure of canon but could carry on with the older attitudes and the larger OT canon for considerably longer.56 Christians had already fallen heir to the thinking about Torah of denominations other than the pharisaic-rabbinic anyway.57 For them it was basically a story about what God had done in the past with promise of what he would do in future and not basically a set of laws in the first place. But no group or denomination was insulated from the others, and some of the basic concepts in the shift of ontology of scripture became common to all groups. Among these was the new view of verbal inspiration. This gradually took hold also in Christianity so that one sees an increasing difference between how the NT writers adapted scripture and how patristic writers rendered it relevant to their times. The idea was there to stay, and it manifested itself in how texts of scripture were copied and treated and read thereafter.
IX
Those sentinels standing in the lateral margins of massoretic manuscripts thus have a long pre-history. The whole concept of massora developed directly out of the shift in ontology of scripture which took place in the Second Period of text transmission, with accelerated pace after 70 CE. No matter whether one thinks the right text was selected in the late Second Period to be the standard text,58 we can only be grateful to the Rabbis, the protoMassoretes and finally the Massoretes themselves for so zealously guarding the particularities, peculiarities and anomolies in the text as received in the process. They have preserved for us a pluralistic text that has remarkably 55The MT of Daniel, in contrast to that of the LXX and even Theodotion Daniel, presents enigmatic readings which perhaps are due to the writer's desire to be less than clear to the general reader but convey a sense of reality through mystery to an in-group. Some passages seem to be of the character of riddle or oracle and purposely written so. Ezekiel was probably not written in this way, but much of the text lends itself to oracle-type interpretation. The craze of the Massoretes for textual ipsissima verba and ipsissimae litterae can now be seen for what it was. They had their own reasons for preserving the integrity of the text, but we may have ours for appreciating now their labors. They have richly enhanced the pluralism of the Bible by their care for the text and by their preserving the multiple possibilities thereof not only in the massora but also in the ketiv-qere, sebir, hillufim, tecamim and tiqqune sopherim traditions. And it is in part the (limited) pluralism of the Bible, rather than its obvious unities, which canonical criticism also celebrates.60 Though we have benefited by the apparent madness of the Massoretes, beyond even our current ability perhaps to evaluate it, theirs was not a scholarly craze for simple scrupulosity or scientific accuracy. Theirs was a faith in an ontology of scripture (did not some say Torah was even preexistent? 61) which meant there was always more there than any one person or any one generation could fully understand. We may not be able to share the faith. But can we deny the insight? Are we not ourselves far enough into the history of Enlightenment study of scripture to see for ourselves that scholars, too, are subject to the Zeitgeist of their times? And are we not a little wiser because of the sociology of knowledge to know that none of us, no school of us, nor any one generation of us is ever likely to have all the answers? Once we realize that we have hardly asked all the questions, we may be able to see Enlightenment study of the Bible as a part, a remarkable part to be sure, but indeed a part of a much longer history of study of scripture. The questions we most often put to scripture about its most primitive and original meanings have been asked before and they will be asked again. But they are not the only ones to ask. Perhaps when we can gain an attitude of seeing ourselves in a line that goes back much further and deeper than 200 years, the eighteenth century may not have to be seen as the watershed of discontinuity in Bible study it has sometimes been seen to be.62 Such a view requires a bit more humility than we have sometimes been wont to practice.
Perhaps one of the gifts we of the SBL might celebrate in our centennial anniversary beginning next year would be the lines of continuity, wherever they might lie, between ourselves and our early antecedents. Let's face it: we now know that we did not have the elephant by the tail starting in the eighteenth century. Neither has any other period of biblical study. Practicing honesty, humility and a sense of humor63 about our own limitations in Bible scholarship might permit us to see ourselves more clearly as beneficiaries of a very long line of students of these texts, and even to see the texts in newer lights than we today can perceive.
Such a stance might permit us to hear clearly and evaluate soberly the increasing clamor of indictments against biblical criticism, for the good uses of which this Society was founded and continues to exist. Whether we agree, or not, that historical and literary criticism have locked the Bible into the past or are bankrupt or corrupt or have eclipsed biblical narrative, we in this society especially must hear the indictments for what they are really worth.64 Perhaps we have in part shifted our faint faith from the substance of our study to the methods we use. Perhaps we have permitted the method to become an end in itself. Perhaps we have unwittingly subscribed to a hermeneutic of primitivism where only the most original of anything has been worthy of really serious attention. Perhaps we have placed faith in history or even archaeology and expected them to bear burdens they were never meant to bear. Or, perhaps, we are guilty of none of the above.
Perhaps revival of a pluralistic sense of canon and of a deep appreciation of the pluralistic texts which have been entrusted to us from many generations, and of their functions through the ages in the believing communities which have passed them on, may allow us to perceive a more limited and yet greater value of the tools of biblical criticism developed and honed over the past three centuries. Study of text and canon today focuses increasing attention upon the intra-biblical hermeneutics at every stage in biblical antiquity-how the biblical authors and thinkers themselves To view our biblical antecedents as radically different from or inferior to us in this regard is to practice a kind of latter-day arrogance and hubris without warrant which cuts us off from them and impoverishes us. To deny the trappings of their insights is not to be better than they. It may but deafen us to the genius they enjoyed. We have set the Enlightenment up as a sort of humanistic resurrection experience back of which we sometimes feel we cannot go and before which there is perhaps not very much to learn. I suggest that the block is illusory, dependent upon a kind of triumphalism which we can ill afford to entertain.
We are heirs of a very long line of tradents and not necessarily more worthy of the traditions than they.
